Remarks 

The Applicants note with appreciation the Examiner's helpful comments concerning the 
supplemental and original Declarations. The Applicants accordingly enclose a copy of a new 
Declaration that covers both the original and the supplemental. Entry into the Official File is 
respectfully requested. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 1-10 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 
The Applicants also note with appreciation the Examiner's helpful comments conceming N and V. 
The Applicants have cancelled Claims 1 and 4, thereby rendering that portion of the rejection moot. 
The Applicants have also amended Claims 2, 3 and 7 to depend from Claim 9 and have also 
amended Claims 5, 6 and 8 to depend from Claim 10. Claims 9 and 10 have been amended to 
remove reference to and V as." Withdrawal of the §112 rejection is respectfully requested. 

The Applicants note the double-patenting rejection objection to Claim 9 as being a 
substantial duplicate of Claim 4. As noted above, Claim 4 has been cancelled. Withdrawal of the 
objection is respectfully requested. 

The Applicants note the objection to Claims 4 and 10 based on the typographical error. 
Claim 4 has been cancelled and Claim 10 has been amended to account for the error. 

The Applicants note the rejection of Claims 1-3 and 7 under 37 U.S.C, §102 as being 
anticipated by JP *546. The Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection is now moot in view of 
the cancellation of Claim 1 and the amendment of Claims 2, 3 and 7 to depend from Claim 9. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

The Apphcants note the rejection of Claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. §103 over JP *546. The 
Applicants also note with appreciation the Examiner's detailed conraients theoretically applying JP 
'546 to that rejected claim. The Applicants respectfully submit that JP *546 does not teach or 
suggest the subject matter of Claim 9 for the reasons set forth in detail below. 

The Applicants note with appreciation the Examiner's frank acknowledgment that JP '546 
includes the additional alloying elements Mo and Cu that are not present in Claim 9. As previously 
described, Claim 9 includes the "consisting of transitional phrase, which excludes Mo and Cu in 
anything beyond an inevitable impurity that would have no appreciable impact on the steel sheet. 
The rejection relies on the notion that it would be obvious to omit Mo and Cu since the broad 
disclosure teaches Mo and Cu having lower limits of zero and is therefore optional. 
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The Applicants respectfully submit that those skilled in the art understand that the meaning in 
patent disclosures of X% or less in Japan has a completely different meaning than in documents 
authored in the U.S. In particular, in Japan, the expression "or less" does not include zero. In other 
words, the element which is described as being present in X% or less is always present in Japanese- 
authored patent documents. That is contrary to U.S.-authored patent dociunents wherein X% or less 
means that the element does not need to be present and, in fact, is optional. 

In any event, if one skilled in the art looks at JP *546 in its entirety, it can be seen that JP '546 
clearly intended for Mo and Cu to be present. In that regard, the Applicants first invite the 
Examiner's attention to paragraphs [0005] and [0006] of JP '546. Those paragraphs discuss what 
was then conventional art and noted that JP '325 and JP '978 did not contain Mo and Cu. As a 
result, they did not have good corrosion resistance. The implication to one skilled in the art in that 
text is that Mo and Cu should be included to have the appropriate corrosion resistance levels. 

Then, JP '546 proceeded in the Examples to demonstrate that fact. Table 1 contains Steels 1 
- 5, which are inventive steels, and they both contain Mo and Cu. They also included steels A and D 
which did not contain Mo and Cu. The results are seen in Table 2, wherein all of Steels A and D, not 
having Mo and Cu, were all unsatisfactory and were characterized as Comparative Examples. 

What this teaches one skilled in the art is that the presence of Mo and Cu, according to JP 
'546, is necessary to provide not only the corrosion resistance that was lacking in the conventional 
art (described with respect to JP '325 and JP '978), but also had other problems as well. The 
Applicants therefore respectfully submit that, if one skilled in the art were to fairly consider the 
entire JP '546 disclosure, JP '546 would lead one skilled in the art away from the subject matter of 
Claim 9. In particular, JP '546 teaches that it is advantageous to include Mo and Cu so that the 
desired properties of the corrosion-resistant steel strip are preserved. 

This is further reinforced by paragraph [001 7] of JP ' 546, wherein they discuss the amount of 
Mo in general and note that addition of "superfluous" Mo is not suitable. This clearly implies to one 
skilled in the art that it is fiilly intended for some amount of Mo to be present, just not an excessive 
amount. The Applicants therefore respectfully submit that this additional teaching fully supports and 
reinforces the earlier mentioned teachings that JP '546 encourages those skilled in the art to include 
Mo and Cu as alloying elements in their steel sheets. 
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The Applicants respectfully submit that this is the opposite of the subject matter of Claim 9, 
wherein Mo and Cu are not present. The Applicants respectfully submit that the fact that JP '546 
leads those skilled in the art away from the claimed subject matter is excellent evidence of 
patentability. The Applicants therefore respectfully submit that JP '546 is inapplicable to Claim 9. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

In light of the foregoing, the Applicants respectfully submit that the entire Application is now 
in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested. 



T. Daniel Christenbury 
Reg. No. 31,750 
Attomey for Applicants 
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